This empirical paper analyses how leading international banking centres (IBCs) have been faring under the 2008 global financial crisis. We aggregate data derived from The Banker's annual list of the world's leading banks at the city level to map changing levels of Tier 1 capital between 2007 and 2008 and returns on capital in 2008. The results point to a general but nonetheless variegated shift 'from West to East' in the world of IBCs. The paper concludes with a brief review of the implications for future research on financial geographies in general and the geographies of the financial crisis in particular.
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For the full text of this licence, please go to: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.5/ Introduction 'Asian cities are closing in on London and New York in a ranking of competitiveness among the world's leading financial centres.' This was the executive summary of the sixth edition of The Global Financial Centres Index (GFCI), published in September 2009. The GFCI is produced twice yearly by the Z/Yen Group think-tank in association with the City of London Corporation, and rates major international financial centres in terms of 'competitiveness'. The latter is calculated through a 'factor assessment model', which combines external indices such as office rents, airport satisfaction and tax rates with assessments based on responses to an online questionnaire. The September 2009 GFCI reveals that Singapore and Hong Kong have managed to weather the financial storm better than most of their leading US and European counterparts (even to the degree that they are closing in on London and New York), while Shenzhen, Shanghai and Beijing have also substantially increased their 'competitiveness' during the financial crisis. Such observations are obviously in line with the anticipated geographical shift in the world-economy from 'West' to 'East' (e.g. Arrighi 1994; Frank 1998; Derudder et al. 2010) : the financial crisis, it would seem, is acting as a major catalyst for a larger geoeconomic sea change.
This 'West to East' reading of the financial crisis is also evident in a recent paper by Aalbers (2009). In his article 'Geographies of the financial crisis', Aalbers states that one of these geographies relates to the fact that we may also see a shift in the dominance of financial centres. The financial crisis does not directly lead to the fall of Wall Street (New York) and The City (London), but it does accelerate the trend towards a shift in financial centres. There are now more secondary financial centres in the world and the centres of increasing importance are to be found outside Northern America and Europe. (2009, 39) Aalbers points to the rise of Hong Kong, Dubai, Shanghai, Mumbai and Singapore, but stresses that there will also be uneven geographies within this 'rise of the East' as factors such as quality of life and political stability are important.
At the same time, however, this particular reading of the shifting geography of financial centres is met with considerable skepticism. The Banker, for instance, the leading international financial affairs publication owned by The Financial Times, recently issued a press statement in which they emphasized thatamidst all apparent chaos and change -it was actually pretty much business as usual for the leading banks, and, therefore, the financial centres in which they are located:
With so many banks requiring government help to shore up their capital base and many banks being forced to sell assets, some pundits (and banks) suspected that this year might see a seismic shift among the top ranks of the capital listing. Not so. Aside from three new entrants (…) the Top 25 is composed of much the same institutions as last year, dominated by Western banks with a sprinkling of Japanese and Chinese players. (The Banker 2009, 1) In their overview of the health of the world's leading banks in 2008, The Banker does note the strong position of China. There are, for instance, five Chinese banks in the Top 25 by pre-tax profits, more than any other country (e.g. the Industrial Bank of China and China Construction Bank were the most profitable banks in 2008). But rather than seeing this Chinese 'success' as a sign of a large-scale shift in the geography of banking centres, The Banker notes that this uncharacteristic 2008 profitability should primarily be understood as a matter of sound banking rather than shifting economic and financial geographies: the profitable banks have been those that stuck to the basics of banking more than anything else -taking deposits and lending in their home markets. In other words, rather than an epochal shift in the geography of banking centres, The Banker suggests that -beyond a limited number of spectacular bankruptciesstability has perhaps been the single most important feature of the geography of banks during the financial crisis.
The purpose of this short empirical paper is to paint a more nuanced picture of how leading cities have been faring under the financial crisis. Because of the vagueness and complexity involved in the 'international financial centres' (IFCs) concept, we will focus on the more narrow but less blurry category of 'international banking centres' (IBCs). To map changes in the geography of IBCs, we use data on key indicators of the world's leading banks for 2007 and 2008. Rather than focusing on individual banks or the countries in which their headquarters are located, we aggregate indicators at the city-level to outline some key features of shifting IBC geographies.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The next sections introduce the IBC definition employed in this paper and the datasets and the way in which these were transformed for the purposes of our analysis. We then outline the major patterns that emerge from the data analysis. The paper is concluded with a brief review of the implications for future research on financial geographies in general and the geographies of the financial crisis in particular.
IFC/IBC geographies
As indicated in the introduction, it is very difficult to operationalize the complex and variegated notion 'international financial centre' (IFC). In principle, IFCs represent the primary markets where finance capital and currency is collected, switched, disbursed and exchanged. In the last two decades, there has been a trend towards disintermediation in finance, which has put the importance of markets and investors to the fore. Because markets have largely become virtual, increasing shares of the day-to-day activities in IFCs are related to the management of hedge funds, private equity funds, pension funds, and assets rather than banking sensu strictu. More importantly, however, the spatiality of this diversification is uneven: cities such as Luxemburg and Dublin are dominated by investors, Amsterdam and Frankfurt are examples of centres dominated by banks, while London has a balanced share of both. To deal with this fuzziness, we restrict ourselves to one specific element of what makes a 'financial centre', i.e. headquarters of leading banks in relation to key indicators of their overall performance. As a consequence, rather than dealing with shifting patterns in the geography of IFCs per se, in this paper we will focus on the more narrow but less blurry category of 'international banking centres' (IBCs).
The straightforward IBC definition we adopt in this paper, therefore, is that of an agglomeration of banking headquarter activities in a specific location. Although less ambiguous than any characterization of the IFC concept, this working definition of IBCs also entails a number of potential ambiguities because of differences in the scale and scope of the activities that occur within these locations. For instance, a bank head office does not necessarily involve a large amount of employment. Indeed, some head offices are merely holdings locations of banks that own most of their assets through foreign subsidiaries, make most of their revenue outside of their home country, and employ most of their staff in other economies 1 . Unsurprisingly, therefore, a number of scholars have developed typologies of IBCs. Tschoegl (2000) reviews these typologies, which collectively lead him to the conclusion that IBCs should essentially be viewed as highly competitive marketplaces rather than 'command bunkers'. As Although these observations remind us of the complexity of the conceptual and empirical associations between size, connectivity and headquarter functionalities, the fact that these are somehow functionally connected (especially in leading IBCs) also implies that an analysis of key performance indicators of leading banks in relation to their headquarter location may shed light on the geography of IBCs.
The Banker 1000 data set
In this paper, we use data derived from The Banker's well-known annual list of the world's leading banks 2 . Here we use the data reported in the July 2008 and July 2009 issues, which summarize the 2007 and 2008 performances of the world's leading banks respectively 3 . For each year, the selection of banks is based on the level of Tier 1 capital, but the dataset also contains myriad other measures of bank strength and performance.
The use of the level of Tier 1 capital for selecting banks is a logical choice in the world of finance, as this is the core measure of a bank's financial strength from a regulator's point of view. Tier 1 capital is the shareholders' equity available to cover actual or potential losses. It is composed of core capital, which consists primarily of common stock, disclosed reserves and retained earnings, but excludes cumulative preference shares, revaluation reserves, hidden reserves, and subordinated and other long-term debt. There are, however, two potential problems when using (changing levels of) Tier 1 capital to assess the impact of the financial crisis.
The first potential problem is an empirical problem. The way in which Tier 1 is calculated may differ as each of the national banking regulators has some discretion over how to count differing financial instruments in a capital calculation. For instance, depending on the legal framework, Tier 1 capital may also include (parts of) a bank's 'goodwill', an intangible asset that reflects the difference between the market value and selling price of a bank. In the pre-crisis era, goodwill was commonly deducted from Tier 1 as it does not have much (if any) liquidation value and cannot be sold by itself. In the course of the financial crisis, however, a number of regulators changed accounting rules so that (some of) the goodwill could count toward Tier 1 capital, thus helping banks toward meeting their regulatory capital requirements. As a consequence, Tier 1 calculations are open to some degree of political manipulation. To circumvent this and other possible multiplicities, The Banker uses a singular characterization of Tier 1 capital and other indicators of a bank's financial prowess such as assets, pre-tax profits, and profit-on-capital ratio 4 .
The second potential problem is a conceptual one, and is related to the fact that Tier 1 capital is neither an unambiguous measure of 'size' nor are its changing levels unambiguously related to the crisis. Although the selection of the 'Top 1000' banks was based on their level of Tier 1 capital, it is quite difficult to simply equate this indicator with 'size' per se. In reality, 'big banks' have large assets, encompassing different markets and connecting different economies.
Bank of America, for instance, ranked 1st in the 2007 edition of The Banker in terms of Tier 1 capital, is ranked only 10th in terms of asset size. Furthermore, as a dynamic solvability measure, changing levels of Tier 1 are ambiguously related to the crisis: declining solvability, for instance, can be both a sign of a bank's weakness (e.g. declining liquidity levels that ultimately resulted in solvability problems for RBS and Fortis after the ABN AMRO takeover) and of strength (e.g., the forced takeover of Merrill Lynch by Bank of America) 5 . However, at the city level these differences between Tier 1 capital and assets are not empirically that important: a simple ecological correlation between both measures results in a very high correlation (i.e above 0.9). Thus below we follow The Banker's lead and use Tier 1 capital for our comparisons.
Our basic approach in this paper is to aggregate these key indicators at the level of individual cities for both datasets. Comparing these measures for 2007 and 2008 allows us to assess the heterogeneous impact of the 2008 financial crisis on IBCs beyond a simple review of spectacular but highly specific events such as bankruptcies and mergers & acquisitions. To make the different measurements comparable and exclude idiosyncratic results, a number of decisions regarding data handling needed to be made. First, we had to exclude a number of (predominantly small) banks from the analysis because they reported the same data for both years. Second, we systematically checked the headquarter locations in the dataset because some 'cities' referred to specific parts of major cities (e.g. Giza for Cairo and Midrand for Johannesburg) and/or some cities were listed under a different name (e.g. Mandaluyong City and Makati City for Manila). If and when appropriate, headquarter locations were relabeled to enforce a coherent geographical setting 6 . Third, indicators were aggregated at the city-level, after which we only retained cities that met at least one of two criteria: (i) cities with three or more headquarters in at least one of the datasets (thus including cities such as Reykjavik, which had three bank headquarters in the 2007 data but none in the 2008 data) and (ii) cities that rank in the top 25 in terms of Tier 1 capital in at least one of the datasets (thus including cities such as Edinburgh, which only houses two headquarters, albeit of very big banks). This resulted in a roster of 99 cities for further analysis.
However, for reasons of clarity, our discussion will focus on those 52 cities that represent at least 5% of the level of Tier 1 capital of the most dominant city in one of the datasets (Paris in 2007 and New York in 2008) . In the next section, we outline the major findings of our analysis. 
Changing geographies of IBCs

Pre-tax profit performance in 2008
Although banks' profits and losses are volatile in time and space, aggregated levels of 2008 profits provide us with another and perhaps more forthright forecast of how the landscape of IBCs will be changing under the crisis. Table 2 and Figure 2 summarize aggregated pre-tax profits at the city-level. year' for San Francisco. On average, San Francisco banks posted losses that are over 20% of average Tier 1 levels, which implies that -in spite of enormous Tier 1 growth -the long term outlook of San Francisco as an IBC is perhaps less secure than before the crisis. Similarly, Kuwait-headquartered banks have managed to uphold their profitability during the crisis, but this does not entail a general rise of Kuwait as an IBC as the total level of core capital has lessened.
In other words, a balanced appraisal of the impact of the financial crisis implies a combined appraisal of performance indicators.
To this end, Table 3 presents a typology that combines both the results for Tier 1 change between 2007 and 2008 and pre-tax profits in 2008. We distinguish three levels of Tier 1 change (gain, stability, loss) and four levels of return on capital (large profits, small profits, small losses, large losses). The 20% threshold for pre-tax profitability is based on the Banker's (2009) assessment that in pre-crisis years return on capital was on average close to this level. In 
Concluding comments
In this paper, we have aimed to paint a more detailed picture of the impact of the financial crisis on IBCs. Based on an appraisal of a combination of different key indicators (change in core capital and return on capital), we have shown that the geographical impact of the crisis is not simply a matter of a shift 'from has been based on the interpretation of such indicators, and this means that a lot more research needs to be done to make sense of the processes behind these patterns of growth and decline. This will only be possible if, as
Faulconbridge (2004) This overview of research agendas implies that a number of key issues have not been addressed in this short empirical paper. Furthermore, the financial crisis is obviously not an 'event' that can be isolated in time and space, but rather it is part of an on-going bundle of processes that is economic globalization. This means that the patterns we have identified may be deepened, altered or perhaps even be reversed in the coming years. Although it is hard to predict which of these future scenarios will come to pass, we do know that we will not be able to assess such changes unless we have a good empirical understanding of the shifting financial and wider corporate landscape (Taylor et al. 2009 (Taylor et al. 2010 .
